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PER CURI AM

Kenneth Earl Logan, Jr., seeks to appeal the district court’s
order denying his notion filed under 28 U. S. C. A 8§ 2255 (West Supp.
2002). W have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion
and find no reversible error.” Accordingly, we deny the notion for
a certificate of appealability and dismss the appeal on the

reasoning of the district court. See United States v. Logan, Nos.

CR-99-141; CV-02-197 (E.D. Va. June 4, 2002). W di spense with oral
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not

aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED

* On direct appeal, we found that the evidence was sufficient
to convict Logan on all counts, that his claimunder Apprendi v.
New Jersey, 530 U. S. 466 (2000), |acked nerit and that the district
court properly held himaccountable for between 500 grans and 1.5
kil ograns of cocaine. See United States v. Roach, 2001 W 242209
(4th Cr. Mar. 12, 2001) (No. 00-4163) (unpublished).

Logan now chal l enges his attorney’s alleged failure to press
a Fed. R Cim P. 29 notion, to raise an Apprendi claim and to
attack the quantity of drugs for which he was held responsible.
These Sixth Amendnent clainms were not decided on direct appeal
Nonet hel ess, they are without merit because counsel’s performance
cannot be deficient when she fails to rai se substantive cl ai ns that
were found to be basel ess on direct appeal.



